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DRAWING AMENDMENTS 


2 1 las been amended to show perforations 52 In the panel of the gutter cover. 
is| sheet incorporating the change is attached along with a marked up sheet 
I fhbW g the change. 


J(Tt« dewing amendment is believed to overcome the objection raised In para. 1 of the 

I'ActonL ; 


• !!. ; 


' ;«|n 
1*1 ■ 


SEST AVAILABLE COPY 


PAGE 8/10 * RCVD AT 3/1/2006 4:00:15 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-3« * DHIS:2738300 1 CSID:613 525 4905 * DURATION (mm-ss):08-18 


MAR-01-06 ©4:23 PM JACK.PAAVILA 


613 525 4905 


P- 02 



n 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 


REMARKS 

.In response to the Office Action dated Dec. 1, 2005 please amend the application 
as follows: 

In the specification, amend para. 1018 to refer to perforations 52 and 
amind para. 1019 to change 'slot S3' to'slot 54'. See SPECIFICATION AMENDMENTS 

In the drawings, amend Fig. 2 to show perforations 52. See DRAWING 
AMENDMENTS. 

Cancel claims 3, 5, 7, 8 and 10. 

Amend claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 11-14. See CLAIM AMENDMENTS. 


Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 9 and 11-14 are now in the application. 

Claim 1 has been amended to more explicitly define applicant's invention and also 
to fjatentably distinguish over the cited art. Claim 1 now generally Incorporate; the 
subject matter of canceled claims 3 and 5. 

Claim 9 has been amended to correct a grammatical error noted thereto 

Claims 13 and 14 have also been amended to correct a minor error found therein, 
It \i the gutter cover and not the gutter that Is made from painted aluminum. 


amended 


b;en 


for 


Re objections raised in Paras. 3 and 4 of the Action: Claim 12 has been 
to Employ language consistent with the Specification. 

Re objections raised In Paras. 5 and 6 of the Action: The claims have 
amended to all refer to a gutter cover. More particularly, claims 6 and 13, 14 have bean 
amended in line 1 to change 'gutter' to 'gutter cover'. 

Re objections raised in Paras. 7 and 8 of the Action: Claim 1 has been 
line" 4 to change 'upper Hp' to 'top, outer Hp' in order to conform with the language 
specification. The claim has also been amended to provide antecedent basis 
phrjase 'the outer lip of a gutter'. The claim has also been amended In the last 
employ language that has antecedent basis in the claim. 

' Re objection raised in para. 9 of the Action: Claim 2 has been amendeo" to change 
thej semi-colon at the end of the claim to a period. 

Re objection raised In Para. 10 If the Action: This objection is believed 
overcome with the amendments made to overcome the objections raised In 
6 of the Action. 

j Re objections raised In Paras. 11, 12 and 13 of the Action: The examiner Is 


amended in 
of the 
the 
line to 


:o be 
. 5 and 
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respectfully requested to reconsider his rejection of claim 1 as being anticipated by 
Sweers (US 5,555,680). Claim 1 now calls for a gutter cover having a channel on one 
Side with a top and bottom wall joined by an end wall, the bottom wall shorter than the 
top wall. Sweers does not show the bottom wall being shorter than the top we II. Thus 
*ne daim is hot antidpated by Sweers and the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(tj) should 
bje \jvithdrawn. 

i Re objection raised In Paras. 14 and 15 of the Action: The examiner is riespectfully 
teqiiested to reconsider his rejection of claim 2 as being unpatentable over Sweers In 
tflew of Hileman (U.S. Pat. 4,592,174) as applied under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Claln 2 differs 
fron Sweers In having the bottom wall of the channel shorter than the top wa I. This 
Allows the top wall of the cover to be sat on top of the top, outer lip of the gu ter when 


Ihfct ailing the cover and thus automatically locates the opening of the channel 


the 


eovsr directly opposite the lip. It Is then easy for the installer to merely slide tiie cover 
outwardly to place the lip within the channel between the top and bottom wal s. No 
manual alignment is necessary. Both the bottom and top walls of Sweers are oqual in 
fenijth so It Is more difficult In Sweers to Install his cover since the lip of the gutter has to 
be visually and manually aligned with the slot in the cover without being able :o use the 
top wall to locate the slot. Claim 2 also differs from Hileman in calling for a flexible flap 
bh he other side of the cover extending away from the panel. Hileman does r ot disclose 
a ifhxfble flap. A flap member, by definition, has one end free. The member 211 in 
iw« mjjn is held at both ends so it is not a flap. If the member 28 were free at Its bottom 
end! to become a flap, the member would not would work as desired to block eaves and 


n the 


like from the gutter. Further there is no indication In Hileman that the screen 28 is 


flexible. There is no need for it to be flexible. Applicant's flexible flap makes It 


Install the cover since the flexibility of the flap allows the cover to be Initially located 
closer to the building before being slid outwardly to place the outer Hp within he 
channel. It Is further submitted that it would not be at all obvious to use a flexible flap on 
Swuers since Sweers uses the angle of the cover, relative to the gutter and m sre 
particularly relative to the lip of the gutter to securely hold the cover in place [see col.4, 
j'S :>5 -27 of the Sweers patent). This angle is obtained by inserting the other end of the 
cover under the roof shingles. There Is no need for a flap. In view of these dllferences 
cfefrn 2 Is believed to patentably distinguish over Sweers in view of Hileman apd the 
fej|ctlpn of claim 2 under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

Re objection raised In Para. 16 of the action: The rejection of claims 12| and 14 

...3 


easy to 
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Mntjer 35 U.S.C. 103(a) should be withdrawn since claims 1 and 2, on which claims 13 
and 14 are dependent, are believed to patentably distinguish over Sweers for easons 
jjlv^n above. 

He objection raised In Para. 17 of the Action: Claim 3 has been canceled. 
Re objection raised in Para. 18 If the Action: The examiner Is respectful y 
fjeo.jjested to reconsider the rejection of claims 4 and 6 under 35 U.S. C. 103(c ) as being 
|hpat4ntable over Sweers In view of Hileman and further In view of Albracht ( JS 
r |,7 ) 1,1674). The examiner states that Albracht discloses a gutter cover in Fig. 4B that has 
£ ctianhel aligned with a panel 406. It Is respectfully submitted that what Is shown in Fig. 
4B s a bracket 150 (see col. 6, I's. 63, 64) and not a gutter cover. The bracke: 150 
sfupx>rts a gutter cover 101 (see Figs. 1, 3 and 5 for example). None of the features of 
tjhe bracket are applicable to applicant's cover. Claim 4 calls for a cover having a channel 
forr led of top and bottom walls with the bottom wall aligned with the panel, one of the 
jjatsnts dlsdose this feature. Claim 4 further calls for the end wall to provide tie gripping 
iur ac|. Again none of the patents disclose this feature, in any event claim 2, on which 
plains 1 4 and 6 are dependent, is believed to patentably distinguish over Sweeps and 
pie man for reasons given above and therefore claims 4 and 6 are believed to be 
pro xriy allowable. 

. -Re objection raised in Para. 19 of the action: The examiner is respectfully 
feq jejjted to reconsider the rejection of claims 9 and 11 under 35 U.S.C. 103 [a) as 
feeing unpatentable over Sweers in view of Albracht. Again, item 150 In Albracht is a 
bra:kejt not a cover. None of the features of this bracket are applicable to app icant's 
$over.:;In any event, claim 1, on which claims 9 and 11 are dependent, is belfc ved to 
$at ;n$bly distinguish over Sweers for reasons given above and thus claims 9 and 11 are 
bel evfed to be properly allowable. 

\ ;;Re objection raised In Para. 20 of the action: The examiner is respectftlly 
feqfjesjted to reconsider his rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. as being unpatentable 
jwer S^Weers In view of Brochu (US. 6,427,388). Claim 12 is dependent on clai n 1 which 
tlalm is believed to patentably distinguish over Sweers for reasons given above. In any 
■hisi, it is submitted that it would not be obvious to put an upright wall on the Sweers 
gutter cover as shown by Brochu since Sweers wants a clean top line for eliminating 
tlet(rls ; off the cover (see col. 4, I's. 6-9 of the patent). 
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